Summary: Recent studies on the role of the eyewitnesses in the formation of the Gospel tradition argue for the singular importance of the original followers of Jesus. Luke himself might reflect their unique standing with his stated reliance on "the eyewitnesses and the servants of the word" (1:2). Still, Luke's expansion of the Markan call of Peter seems, to many modern scholars at least, precisely that -a literary reworking of the original Markan story. Luke thus appears to resort to literary fiction to confirm the authority of those who guarantee the non-fictional character of his narrative. The conflicting nature of this operation needs to be reexamined. As this article argues, the recent studies on the Lake of Galilee, Simon Peter, and the role of the eyewitnesses offer enough evidence to suggest that in composing the story of the call of Peter, Luke relied on a source that depicted the call in connection with the fishing miracle. Secondly, existence of such a tradition opens new possibilities for reconstructing the past so differently narrativized by Luke and Mark.
C ompared with its Markan counterpart, Luke's depiction of the call of Simon Peter in 5:1-11, is much more elaborate.
1 It contains a fishing miracle and allows for a considerable amount of interaction between Jesus and his first disciple. There is a notable increase in the narrative attention dedicated to Peter in Lk 5:1-11. As the scene of his call intimates, and the rest of Luke-Acts makes clear, Peter is to become the principal eyewitness, proclaimer, and imitator of Jesus. Interestingly, recent studies on the role of the eyewitnesses in the formation of the Gospel tradition 2 confirm the singular importance of the original 1 Throughout, we are assuming Markan priority and Luke's literary dependence on Mark. The Biblical Annals 8/2 (2018) followers of Jesus. Luke himself might reflect it with his stated reliance on "the eyewitnesses and the servants of the word" (1:2).
3 Still, Luke's expansion of the Markan call of Peter seems, to many modern scholars at least, precisely that -a literary reworking of the original Markan story. Luke thus appears to resort to literary fiction to confirm the authority of those who guarantee the non-fictional character of his narrative. The conflicting nature of this operation could simply result from the discrepancy between the modern and ancient norms of historiography: ancient historians would have felt more freedom to reshape their sources. 4 The same contradiction, however, could also call for a fresh analysis of the Lukan redaction of Lk 5:1-11. Recent appreciation of the role of the eyewitnesses as well as the new studies on Peter 5 in the New Testament testimony, and memory. What lies at the heart of the debate concerning the role of eyewitnesses, is the relationship between the historical event (Jesus) and its interpretation (written Gospels).
Are the Gospels a product of an anonymous oral transmission, a creative process of reshaping the stories in accord with the needs and sensitivities of diverse early Christian communities? Or, is the written form of the Gospels based on a reliable testimony of the eyewitnesses who both participated in the narrated events and from the beginning were responsible for their retelling? If the model of uncontrolled oral transmission effectively detaches the historical event (Jesus) from its later interpretation rendering the Gospels historically unreliable, the "eyewitness" model of Gospel formation appears to connect the historical event and its interpretation through the medium of human memory. How much reliability or unreliability can be ascribed to the powers of human memory continues to be debated [see J. offer enough new insights to justify a fresh examination of the possible sources behind Lk 5:1-11. As this article shall argue, there is enough evidence to suggest that in composing the story of the call of Peter, Luke relied on a source that depicted the call in connection with the fishing miracle. Secondly, an existence of such a tradition allows for several historical reconstructions regarding Peter's transforming encounter with Jesus, diversely recounted by Mark and Luke. Working toward these conclusions, we begin with a preliminary step: we shall compare Lk 5:1-11 with its Markan counterpart delineating Luke's principal narrative interests, particularly his increased attention to Peter.
The Call of Peter and Luke's Narrative Interests
In the Markan version, Simon is called alongside his brother Andrew. The two are casting nets as Jesus' call to follow him and his promise to make them fishers of men pulls them out of their ordinary work and into his company. Two more brothers, James and John, are called immediately after and in similar circumstances (cf. Mk 1:16-20). Jesus' power to choose and attract followers, as well as the first followers' radical obedience to his call are on display. The Lukan equivalent of the same scene is different. It tells a more complex story and reflects diverse narrative interests.
The set-up of the story, created in Lk 5:1-3, departs from the Markan Vorlage. The place is identified as the shore of the Lake of Gennesaret, not the Sea of Galilee as in Mark; the personages are Jesus, the crowd that listens to him, and finally the fishermen, in particular Simon, in whose boat Jesus sits and teaches. The internal structure of this initial vignette is significant: Firstly, the structure centers on the personages of Peter and his companions. Secondly, two elements become intertwined: the teaching of the word of God and the fishermen. These two elements will return by way of inclusion in verses The Biblical Annals 8/2 (2018) 10b-11 where Peter and his companions step into their new identity: they are to be the ones "catching" people, mirroring what Jesus does in 5:1-3. Beginning with verse 4, the crowd disappears, and the story centers exclusively on the interaction between Jesus, on the one hand, and Peter and his companions, on the other. Told by Jesus to lower the nets for a catch (5:4), Peter decides to act on Jesus' word and against his own experience.
6 The outcome is a miraculous catch. Still, the miraculous abundance of fish is not simply an answer to the lack of fish resulting from a futile night of fishing. From the way the story progresses, its silence about what happened next to the abundant catch, it becomes clear that the real interest of the story is in the identities of its heroes. Peter's reaction in verse 8 expresses his new awareness of who Jesus is ("the Lord"), as well as his corresponding self-awareness ("a sinful man"). Finally, Jesus reveals to Peter and his companions who they are (10b) in relationship to him: from now they will be catching people. By leaving their boats behind and following Jesus they act out their new identity.
As it stands, Lk 5:1-11 advances some of Luke's principal narrative interests. As already mentioned, Luke's prologue (1:1-4) authenticates the forthcoming narrative by anchoring it in the accounts of the eyewitnesses. While the necessity of eyewitnesses' mediation betrays the historical distance between the Lukan community and the narrated events, it also speaks to the growing awareness of the normative value of eyewitnesses' account of these events. Luke and his community are not only interested in the events but also in the eyewitnesses that testify to them. Lk 5:1-11 meets that interest.
7
Secondly, Luke's decision to postpone, against the Markan Vorlage, the call of the first disciples until after Jesus' programmatic appearance in the Nazareth--Capernaum diptych allows the reader to interpret the call of Simon in light of the main theme of Jesus' inaugural proclamation, that is, as the actualization of Jesus' ministry of release (ἄφεσις 4,18) . Simon is set free from the fearful confines of his self-confessed sinfulness and for the participation in the ministry of Jesus. He becomes the model of many individuals who, having encountered Jesus, undergo transformation. Simon's unique ecclesiological position See the observation by R.E. Brown, The Gospel According to John (XIII-XXI): Introduction, Translation, and Notes (AncB 29A; New York: Doubleday 1970) 1069: "those knowledgeable in Palestinian customs assert that on the Lake of Galilee night fishing is usually better than day fishing." 7 According to Hengel, Saint Peter, 80, "if Peter's student Mark serves as the most important of the πολλοί (many, see Luke 1,1) in Luke's first volume, meaning the first of the many who set forth the story about Jesus as mentioned in Luke's prologue, then Peter is the leading figure for the auctor ad Theophilum -in fact, one might even say that he is purely and simply the paradigmatic figure in this regard among the 'eyewitnesses and ministers of the word' on behalf of those who came later."
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(the primary eyewitness) serves to highlight his universal anthropological profile (a self-confessed sinner).
8
Finally, Luke's substitution of Mark's brief account of the call of the first disciples with the story of the miraculous catch generates the development of a strong parallel between the missionary activities of Jesus and of Peter depicted in the Gospel and in the Book of Acts respectively. Thus the authority of Peter as the primary eyewitness of the story of Jesus is reinforced by his role as the primary imitator of Jesus. The church addressed by Luke would find its own Gentile-mission origin as well as its subsequent missionary activity validated by the characterization of both Jesus and Peter as first missionaries. The story narrated by Luke in 5:1-11 fits well into the web of Lukan principal themes and theological interests. Is it because it was composed by Luke in the first place? Or is it because Luke decided to develop theological interest present in the tradition he inherited? It is to these questions that our analysis now turns.
Sifting Through the Possible Sources Behind Lk 5:1-11
The parallel scene in Mark 1:16-20, together with the material in Mark 3:7.9 and 4:1, which Luke omits in the corresponding parts of his narrative (6:17-18; 8:4), offer themselves as the most likely sources for the Lukan call of Peter.
10 Secondly, a close thematic connection with John 21 suggests another possible source of influence, either direct or through a common tradition, behind Luke 5:1-11 and John 21. Sorting out the influences between Markan, Lukan, and Johannine accounts is a complicated matter. This complexity is reflected in a multiplicity of solutions proposed to account for the present shape of the Lukan version of the call of Peter and his companions. These solutions range from seeing the pericope as a literary product of Luke with Markan elements visible only in the exposition and the conclusion of the scene, 11 through postulating two basic 8
He is the first among the many individuals named "sinners." On this peculiarly 13 Let us proceed by weighing the degrees of probability between various possible solutions.
If we divide Luke 5:1-11 into three thematic parts (the teaching from a boat, the miraculous catch, and the call of Peter) and position them against Luke's most extensively used source, the Gospel of Mark, this simple juxtaposition of Luke and Mark reveals that the possible Markan influence can refer only to the first and to the last element of the Lukan story, that is, to the teaching from the boat (Mark 3:7.9 and 4:1) and the calling of Peter 
16
There are other factors in favor of the original connection between the epiphany and the call. The structural analysis of the whole pericope conducted by Delorme 17 uncovers the presence of three parallel sequences of actions in vv. 4-6, v. 7, and vv. 8-11 . The first sequence consists of Jesus' order (4), Peter's objection (5a), Peter's acceptance of the order (5b), and the fulfillment of the order (6). This sequence is parallel to the call for help (7a), acceptance of the call (7b), execution of help (7c), which in turn is paralleled by the order of Peter (8b), Jesus' annulment of that order (10b), Peter's execution of that annulment (11). Three sequences, where in the first and the last the command is separated from its execution by a tension-heightening complication, create a fairly unified structure, at least for 5:4-11.
18 It follows that if we are to respect the connection between the epiphany and the call we should either postulate a source, which contains such a connection, or opt for a Lukan composition, which creates it.
The arguments for Luke's literary production come from stylistic considerations. The language of the pericope bears clear marks of Lukan reworking. Lukan diction is discernible in almost every verse of the story. (Klein, 205, n. 9; 23) ; καὶ αὐτός after description of circumstances, see 5,17; 8,1.22; 9,51; 17,11 (Klein, 205, n. 9) ; the periphrastic construction ἦν with aorist/perfect/present participle, see 1,7.10.21 (Klein, 205, n. 9 ; numerous other references to Lk-Acts in
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conclude that 5:1-11 is a Lukan composition with Markan influence traceable only in the first three and last two verses of the pericope. 20 An important observation that should accompany this conclusion is that the thoroughly Lukan style of 1-3 and 10-11 does not preclude the use of sources. Markan parallels, though heavily reworked, are claimed to be the source of inspiration for the Lukan redaction of the exposition and the conclusion of the story.
The arguments for the former, that is, for a single source behind both the epiphany and the call are to be found in another type of consideration, namely, the discussion of the relationship between Luke 5:1-11 and John 21.
Eleven points of similarity and seven points of difference have been noted between the Lucan and Johannine accounts.
21 Since there are only two signi- (Klein, 205, n. 10 ). Verse 9: θάμβος see 4,36 (Klein, 205, n. 10) ; attractio relativi ὧν συνέλαβον (Klein, 205, n. 10) ; οἱ σὺν αὐτῷ / αὐτοῖς, see 9, 32; 24, 33; Acts 5, 17.21; 19, 38 (Klein, 205, n. 10; 582) . Verse 10: ἀπὸ τοῦ νῦν, see 1, 48; 12, 52; 22, 18.69 Acts 18, 6 (Klein, 205, n. 10; 65) . 20 See footnote 11. 21 Fitzmyer, following and expanding Brown, The Gospel According to John, 1090, gives the following list of similarities: "(1) disciples who fished all night and caught nothing; (2) Jesus' directive to cast the net(s) for a catch; (3) the directive followed yields an extraordinary haul of fish; (4) its effect on the net(s); (5) Simon Peter reacts to the haul (a clearly Johannine touch makes the Beloved Disciple precede him); (6) Jesus is addressed as 'Lord'; (7) other fishermen take part in the haul, but say nothing; (8) 
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ficant words common to Luke and John, ἰχθύς and δίκτυον, a direct literary dependence of one account on the other must be excluded.
22 What remains as the most likely ground of connection between Luke and John is a common tradition going back to either pre-or post-resurrection setting. The argument that the admission of sinfulness on the part of Peter (Lk 5:8) is more at home in the post-resurrection context (after Peter's denial of Jesus) 23 is countered by the fact that the same admission is an integral part of the epiphany scene resulting in the call of the disciples. The argument that the name Simon Peter is more at home in Johannine tradition 24 does not resolve the question of whether that tradition was originally connected with pre-or post-resurrection appearance of Jesus. Similarities between the post-resurrection and pre-resurrection fishing miracle suggest that it was the repetition of the pre-resurrection miracle that functioned as the basis for the recognition of the Lord in the post-resurrection setting.
25 On the other hand, the argument that there are no parallels for projecting pre-resurrection stories into a post-resurrection setting, while it is more common to see retrojection of post-resurrection scenes into the ministry of Jesus, 26 favors the Johannine context as more original. For some, finally, the fact that there already is a tradition, recorded by Mark, which preserves the story of the calling of Peter without any connection to the fishing miracle, militates against the Lukan setting of the epiphany leading to the call of Peter.
27 As can be seen, the arguments for the original Lukan or Johannine setting to the story are inconclusive. Even the claim that behind both accounts there could only be one historical event is hypothetical. What can be said, however, is that even if the comparison between Luke 5:1-11 and John 21 remains inconclusive as to the identification of the original setting of the story, the fact that similar stories are reported in two different gospels strengthens the suggestion that an early Christian tradition knew of the miraculous catch through which Jesus called The Biblical Annals 8/2 (2018) or reinstituted Peter.
28 Is it possible that it was Luke who created this tradition in the first place? There are at least three elements within Lukan narration that tend to speak against the idea.
Many commentators agree that the use of the double name Simon Peter in 5:8 betrays the use of a source.
29 First of all, this is the only occurrence of the form Σίμων Πέτρος in Luke. Secondly, the narrator who first introduced Simon simply as Σίμων in 4:38 does not explain the meaning of the nickname Πέτρος until the choosing of the twelve Apostles in 6:14. This inconsistency is further evidenced by the fact that in the same story in which the double name appears, the narrator quickly returns to calling the fisherman by his single name Simon (5:10).
Two other arguments refer to less conspicuous phenomena. In describing the lakeside location of the scene, Luke departs from the Markan parallel and, instead of calling the lake the Sea of Galilee (θάλασσα τῆς Γαλιλαίας Mk 1:16), calls it the Lake of Gennesaret (ὴ λίμνη Γεννησαρὲτ, 5:1) and then simply the lake (ὴ λίμνη 5:2). Since the body of water referred to in this story is in fact a lake and not a sea, it is sometimes argued that Luke simply corrects the Markan term and calls the lake by what it technically is, a body of freshwater.
30 In fact, from the writings of Josephus (War 3,463) we know that the topographical designation Gennesar agrees with the way those living in the region referred to the lake.
31
Luke then appears to give a more accurate geographical description. A recent study of the early Christian topographical tradition in reference to the Sea of Galilee suggests that more might be at stake in Lukan choice of λίμνη than just a simple correction of the Markan Vorlage. Notley has argued that the name the Sea of Galilee (ὴ θάλασσα τῆς Γαλιλαίας) is an early Christian place-name created for the sake of depicting Jesus' ministry in the region of the Lake of 28 E. Arens, "El destinatario del evangelio de Lucas", Revista Bíblica 60 (1998) 225-243, argues for Ephesus as the location of the addressees of Luke's gospel. Arens bases his argument on the special role the city of Ephesus plays in the Book of Acts. The fact that at some point in history Ephesus became associated with both Luke and John strengthens the possibility that the addressees of Luke's gospel would have been familiar with some form of the same Peter tradition that gave rise to John 21. 29 Fitzmyer, Luke, I, 567; Bailey, Luke and John, 14; for Rossé, Luca, 173, n. 19 "esso proviene probabilmente dal racconto prelucano"; for Bock, Luke, I 458, n. 20 , "the uniqueness of the phrase speaks to its originality"; for Nolland, Luke, I, 222 it is "probably from the source." Klein, Lukasevangelium, 205 admits that, with some probability, the double name is the only element in the pericope foreign to Lukan style. A few manuscripts omit Πέτρος (for example, W, D, family 13). This is best explained as a scribal harmonization with 5,3.5; see FiTzmyer, Luke, I, 567. Mark 1,16 uses the name Σίμων. 30 Marshall, Luke, 201; Rossé, Luca, 171, n. 12; E.F.F. Bishop, "Jesus and the Lake", CBQ 13/4 (1951) 398. 31 According to R.S. Notley, "The Sea of Galilee. Development of an Early Christian Toponym", JBL 128/1 (2009) 184, there are numerous references to the lake in the writings of Josephus. All of them call it λίμνη rather than θάλασσα.
Sławomir Szkredka • The Call of Simon Peter in Luke 5:1-11: A Lukan Invention?
Gennesaret as a fulfillment of Isa 8:23. 32 It is a topographical tradition common to Matthew, Mark and John. Luke remains independent from that tradition. He exhibits an exclusive use of λίμνη for the lake and in triple tradition narratives he either omits θάλασσα or corrects it to λίμνη. 33 Since Luke is not known for his geographical precision and since λίμνη is found rather infrequently in LXX (five times in comparison to 432 occurrences of θάλασσα), the best way to explain Luke's omission of the name Sea of Galilee is by postulating sources other than Luke's synoptic counterparts.
34 Otherwise, as Notley observes, "it is difficult to explain how Luke could derive the geographical framework for his narrative from Mark or Matthew, while consistently and inexplicably omitting their key terminology."
35 This suggestion, of course, refers to Lukan topography as such and not necessarily to every single story of which that topography is a part. But it does open a possibility that the first three Lukan verses of the call of Peter reflect a source independent from references to the Sea of Galilee gleaned from Mark.
One more element of Lukan narration invites our attention. Timothy Wiarda has analyzed various characterizations of Peter in the Gospels and discovered a recurring trait. Wiarda calls it a pattern of reversal. It happens whenever Peter's well-intentioned actions either fail or cause negative reactions, such as correction or rebuke.
36 Furthermore, since the pattern of reversal is not only well attested but also embarrassing and discontinuous with the prominent image of Peter in the early Church, it is Wiarda's claim that "the reversal motif and the trait-clusters which make up a significant part of Peter's characterization in the Gospels do reflect something of his actual character and experience." 37 In the Lukan portrayal of Peter, there is only one instance where the reversal pattern 32 Luke has omitted that material. See Notley, "The Sea of Galilee", 187. 34 Notley, "The Sea of Galilee", 188. 35 Notley, "The Sea of Galilee", 188. 36 See twelve "instances which are fairly obvious according to widely accepted interpretations of the episodes in which they occur:" Mk 8: [31] [32] [33] [14] [15] [16] [17] [18] [19] [20] [21] [22] [23] [24] [25] [26] [27] [28] [29] [30] 13:8; Wiarda, Peter in the Gospels, [36] [37] [38] . For the list of instances in which the pattern is more faintly present, or in which the pattern becomes apparent when adjoining narrative sections are seen in close connection, see 38-40. 37 Wiarda, Peter in the Gospels, 226.
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can be detected: Peter's confession of sinfulness and separation from Jesus (verse 8) meets with correction and assurance (verse 10b). It is significant that out of twelve fairly obvious instances of the reversal pattern in the Gospels, only one can be found in Luke and that this single instance unique to Luke is at the heart of the calling of Peter in 5:1-11. It strengthens the impression that in redacting the story of Jesus' call of Peter Luke drew on an earlier Christian tradition that kept alive the memory of Peter's actual character and experience. By the same token it weakens the idea that behind 5:8-11 one can only find Lukan creativity and the Markan saying about becoming fishers of men.
Could Luke have used the Markan saying about the fishers to create an Isaiah 6-like vocation scene? Yes, it is possible. But the cumulative weight of arguments presented above pushes the probability toward a single source containing the fishing miracle and the call of Peter, a source which Luke would have reworked but not invented. It could be that Luke harmonized this source with certain elements from Mark, detectable in verses 1-3.10a.11. The parallels with Markan texts mentioned above, as well as the fact that in the Gospel narrative Luke places the call of Peter and his companions as equivalent to the call of disciples depicted by Mark in Mk 1:16-20, suggest such a possibility. Nevertheless, Dietrich's attempt to demonstrate that there are features of 5:1-3 which are difficult to explain on the basis of Mark alone, 38 as well as his argument for the pre-Markan character of the mention of Zebedee's sons in 5:10a, 39 caution against too quick a dismissal of any non-Markan sources behind 1-3.10a.11.
In conclusion, from the many hypotheses presented, we consider as more probable than others the theory which claims that (1) in composing the story of the call of Peter, Luke relied on a source which depicted the call in connection with the fishing miracle, and (2) in redacting this source, Luke might have used some elements of the parallel story in Mark.
Questions of Historicity
There remains of course the troubling issue of the competing version of Peter's call in the Gospel of Mark. Can both accounts, Markan and Lukan, have a basis 38 Dietrich, Das Petrusbild, [25] [26] [27] [28] [29] [30] [31] [32] [33] [34] [35] [36] [37] [38] . 39 Dietrich, Das Petrusbild, [63] [64] [65] [66] [67] [68] [69] [70] [71] [72] [73] [74] [75] [76] . Dietrich bases his argument on a difference between μέτοχος used in 5:7 to describe all the business partners of Peter and κοινωνός used in 5:10 to describe John and James only. His argument might not be strong enough to support the entire weight of the conclusion about the pre-Markan tradition, which would have brought together in a special relation Peter, John, and James. It also has to contend with a certain clumsiness of style with which the mention of Zebedee's sons in 10a follows after the summary in verse 9. Such a possibility cannot be excluded especially when one notes how, in the unfolding of Luke's narration, the Call of Peter in 5:1-11 does not stand for the very first encounter but rather follows upon prior interaction between Jesus and Peter in Capernaum (cf. 4:38).
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Another possibility presents itself when the oral character of the early transmission of the Jesus tradition is taken into account. Using Byrskog's notion of reoralization, 43 that is, assuming the situation where "the sources were never objectified entities to be reproduced passively but were constantly reoralized and integrated into participatory, living sociorhetorical discourses about the past,"
44 one can argue that the same past event, namely, the one represented in Lk 5:1-11, could have been reoralized in a brief and skeletal form echoed now in Mk 1:16-20. In other words, in a rhetorical setting that required a singular focus on efficacy of Jesus' command and immediacy of the disciples' response, only selected elements of the past would be represented.
